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1.  THE PROBLEM OF NATION-STATES 
 
Long have I wondered on the fate of modern nation-states & sought privately to 
understand what role they might ideally serve in an emerging planetary 
wisdom-civilization.   
 
Solving such a puzzle to my own satisfaction is hardly a method for directing the 
future of the world.  Indeed, it does not even do anything to help my own life other 
than, perhaps, removing a lingering quandary and thus freeing my heart for other 
equally impractical ponderings.  Still -- it is my way to wrestle, very personally, with 
contradictory sides of large public puzzles.  So I shall obey my own law. 
 
In my early years, a radicalized postmodern youth, I assumed that nation-states 
were as dead as Nietzsche’s god.  They appeared -- and everyone said so! -- to be 
eroding out of existence due to a perfect storm of border-dissolving factors. 
Transnational corporatism.  Instantaneous electronic communication webs. 
Migratory populations.  The unifying image of a whole Earth seen from outer space. 
Etc.  Perhaps the death of the Nation-state was even the pre-eminent ideological 
feature of our epoch?   
 
Still we have only a murky sense of what would replace these enormous social 
structures in which so much of the money, land, weaponry and large scale symbolic 
passion of human beings are still invested.  Would nation-states give way to 
something more advanced or more primitive?  There seem to be omens in both 
directions... 
 
Should we take seriously the wildly optimistic and self-serving claims of 
techno-futurists & global capitalists who tell us that contemporary countries are 
virtually irrelevant and soon be outdistanced by a golden age of ultra-machines and 
decentralized consumer democracy?  Or, on the contrary, do we heed the great cry 
of the unruly masses for a return to more classical national identity and the voices 
of canny political leaders who assert the necessity of strong, self-serving 
independent states as the primary vehicle for prosperity and security in the global 
theatre? 
 



Where does the expansionist, protectionist & emotional profound need of people, 
bred in regions, to favor themselves collectively AS a People, run into direct conflict 
with the (largely arbitrary) 19th and 20th century maps whose post-war, 
post-colonial borders were carved blithely across old territories?  Do these 
negotiated lines on new maps serve or inhibit the planetary future of collective 
human well-being? 
 
This has been one of my main questions for private pondering on long sunny and 
rainy walks in wild green parks with strange mash-ups of music dancing in my 
earbuds and with the glimmer of an uncanny joy limning the periphery of my 
consciousness.  I have taken many such walks and now, at last, I have a kind of 
answer that satisfies me.  Who can say whether it is the objective solution but it is 
at least and certainly -- my own solution.  
 
2.  IN SHORT 
 
Are post-national layers of human political, military, economic & cultural 
self-governance served better by strong nation-states OR by the fragmentation of 
these states into smaller, more homogenous, ethno-geographic regions? 
 
You dig? 
 
3.  TWO PATHS 
 
Let us make the problem clearer to behold: 
 
There are two different and quite plausible routes toward a healthy planetary 
super-culture -- a truly human transcendental cultural field that enfolds its local 
cultural sub-fields in a relatively stable and healthy manner.   
 
Here by “plausible” I mean solutions that work with the beliefs and interests of 
large blocs of geopolitical and cultural power.  We can of course imagine a dramatic 
spiritual, galactic or benevolent anarcho-libertarian revolution, an AI-enforced hive 
mind, a relinquishment of all states in favor a planetary council of mayors, the 
coming of Cthulhu, etc, but such things are a long way from the current mass 
machinery that decides outcomes on the world stage.  At any rate I am concerned 
here with deciding which of two particular pathways might be best.   
 
One path proceeds by accepting the current chessboard of countries that we 
inherit as the given geopolitical structure that must provide the anchoring layer of 
the World Order.  We must build our planetary system by uploading these modern 
countries into some shared political consciousness that goes far beyond the United 



Nations in terms of its ability to effectively and proactively organize, serve, protect 
and enhance the citizens of the world. 
 
The other path suggests that global harmony on the world stage is much more 
probable with a planetary confederation of more stable regional governments -- 
satisfying the local ethnocentric needs and bypassing “countries” in order to upload 
these smaller and more authentic cultural fields directly into a planetary matrix.   
 
And why not?  Governance that is closer to the people, closer to the real situation of 
the land, less torn by internal conflict, sounds wonderful.  Collections of people 
who actually have a spirit in common and could form a legitimate social “whole” 
rather than just a heterogenous lump of agitated shopper-voters destined to be at 
each other throats in a sea of confused social diversity? 
 
How would choose between these alternatives? 
 
4.  TWO POLITICAL TRANSCENDENCES 
 
A well-intentioned developmentalist could argue in either direction.   
 
For example, we know that emergent levels of organization often feed upon 
instability and complexity among their components.  If the problem could be 
solved and stabilized at the lower level there would be no evolutionary impetus to 
readapt in richer and more inclusive simplexity.  Why would homogenous stability 
ever grow deeper and more truthful and more righteous and more innovative?  It’s 
crimes and its virtues may be static.  So perhaps it is a good thing that national 
boundaries cut across racial, linguistic and geographic zones.  This may prevent 
them from regrouping into the more primitive blocs and challenge them with the 
inter-group complexity out of which modern international and rational logic 
proceeds.  The difficult transition from ethnocentric to worldcentric political 
consciousness needs all the urging and urgency it can get and we cannot afford to 
slumber in our own ethnic identities. 
 
ON THE OTHER HAND... 
 
We observe nearly constant war, strife and dissention among rival ethnocentric 
blocs and opposed cultural fields trapped within the same artificial boundaries -- 
state boundaries that seem to serve little real aim other than the maintenance of 
already powerful families and the enrichment of the already rich whose distressing 
actions override the needs of Peoples which are cut up and remixed, as if on 
purpose, so that they form no real challenge to existing resource control structure.   
 



Divide and conquer.  A good strategy but is it entrenching the very system that is 
currently inhibiting progress on the planet?  We see a constant agitation and waste 
of emotional energy in the “hyper partisan” bickering between various ethos-es. 
Maybe this is inevitable when the State is a prominent mixture of various rival 
ethnicities?  Perhaps it is even the case the grow into diversity and tolerance for 
emergent value-systems is radically undermined by constant friction between the 
“nations” that are hacked up and overruled by “states”. 
 
5.  THE ETHNO-REGIONAL QUESTION 
 

● Should the Kurds have a homeland? 
● Can Quebec have sovereignty from Canada? 
● Will Catalonia survive as an independent nation? 
● Shall the Scots detached from the UK and focus on their own relation to the 

EU? 
● Are “red states” and “blue states” really meant to be One Country? 

 
Separatists and Federalists have been arguing since the inception of modernity. 
And any frequent observer of elections will notice that most independence votes 
are either 50/50, dubiously legal or else ambiguous and indeterminate in some 
other way.  Perhaps the emerging intelligence of the planetary system (if there is 
such a thing) is as undecided on this topic as I am? 
 
Here I have remained for several years -- weighing the options.  It is time for a 
different approach to the question... 
 
6.  ANTIFRAGILE STATES 
 
Let us suppose that I am a voice for “antifragile integralism” -- then what?   
 
Well, let me turn first to The Calm Before the Storm.  This is an article based on a 
paper that the wily old antifragilista Nassim Taleb was commissioned to write for 
the Pentagon.  In it says, listing the factors that make apparently stable states 
highly fragile to the (inevitable) unpredictable shocks and transformations of 
future, that states are weak when they try to unify into one political unit many 
strongly divided ethnic identities.  Such diverse groups, he say, “make better 
neighbours than roommates”.   
 
Superficial unification into mixed states typically results in  
-political control being asserted by one family or sectarian minority that poisons 
the future of the country by persecuting its rivals  
-and/or constant political and military struggle against breakaway regions  



-and/or paralyzing bureaucratic and intellectual gridlock resulting from polarized 
team debates about which ethos should govern the nation.   
 
All of this creates political fragilization and retards national evolutionary progress. 
It may be, then, that more prominent ethno-geographic independence claims are a 
route to building states that have more resilience in the face of inevitable 
challenges.  That is one suggestion in their favor.  What else? 
 
7.  PROGRESSIVE CONSERVATISM 
 
Transpartisan solutions are sturdier than partisan options because they integrate 
more intelligence and energy while also leaving fewer outside “shadow” elements 
to haunt the system later on.  In this sense it is sensible to seek a hybrid 
conservative-progressive solution that takes advantage of both their sets of insights 
but not necessary their policy proposals.   
 
Progressives typically recognize the drift of history and wish to accelerate, and 
render more gracefully human, the inevitable economic transformations and 
diversification of society.  Conservatives, reciprocally, tend to recognize a 
distinction between the “real citizens of the heartland” and the urban, academic, 
media-bureaucratic elites.  They propose that a nation must be governed in a way 
that promotes homogeneity, traditional, inherited meanings and a common 
irrational mythic symbolism serving a particular visual and linguistic appearance 
(i.e. a predominant and symbolically enshrined race and language).  
 
To combine these is to proceed in a manner very comprehensible to the 
developmentalist -- seeking the necessary homogeneity for the tolerance of new 
complexity that must be integrated stably into order to have the value that its 
proponent propose.   
 
Comfort and strength must precede challenge -- even though they also give rise to 
it.  A healthy well-organized and self-confident group naturally opens to nuanced 
and sensitive mutations without tearing itself in half or hunkering down into 
stagnation cultural civil war.  
 
Nietzsche -- that cryptic trans-relativist & antifragilist -- said of the Germans (whom 
he despised) that they were not inherently racist, they had only eaten more Jews, 
slaves and other foreigners than their digestive system could handle. Fever and 
vomiting would soon result.  They are sick.   
 
So we must move beyond that trite question of MORE or LESS immigration.  That is 
beside the point.  We must maximize immigration (of people, ideas, tools, etc.) that 



is assimilable.  The most new and authentic citizens is our goal.  But whether they 
are born here or migrate, they must be naturalized into our kind of citizens.  That is 
not merely answering a few history questions, getting a terrorist background check 
and showing you can get a job.  That is all meagre compared to the actual challenge 
of becoming a regenerative and contributing participating to the holy ethos of a 
cultural field.  A source of the nation’s well being, growth, strength and prosperity. 
We want the optimal amount of assimilable external persons and cultures.  No 
more but also no less.   
 
Developmental trauma and overload are risks we face when the energy, 
information, etc of any new complexity exceeds our ability to make it into a 
genuine part of ourselves. WE require coherence, strength, flexibility and mutual 
confidence in order to stably absorb and upgrade. 
 
Who knows the actual number?  Let us whimsically say 86% (that’s an “A”) perceived 
homogeneity is needed for a cultural field to optimize it willing diversification and 
economic, technological and social customs upgrades.  These must be OUR 
upgrades and in OUR style.  We must be responsible for not just protecting but for 
creating OUR style... 
 
8.  A BETTER “STATE : NATION” RATIO 
 
Most nation-states are NOT nation-states.   
 
I mean that they are mostly states-claiming-to-be-nations rather than 
nations-empowering-themselves-as-states.   
 
Most modern nation-states are not state-structures build around nations of 
peoples but rather artificial federalist constructs that cut across multiple large 
national identities.  A dissonance arises between the organic cultural field that has 
evolved a geographic ethnicity and the bureaucratic nervous system that organizes 
legal, military, educational and economic protocols.   
 
In order to increase fidelity between the Peoples and the States we must either 
reorganize state-control around more homogenous nations OR step up our game 
by using existing state-systems to potently cultivate a quasi-homogenous 
nationhood that replaces the other allegiances in the hearts and unconscious 
minds of individuals, families and communities.  
 
Either approach could, in principle, produce the consistency necessary for the 
broadly shared social confidence that admits diversity, transformation and growth 
rather than trembles, braces and makes war upon it. 



 
I am a great fan of Jose Ortega y Gasset who disagreed with his fellow public 
intellectuals and political revolutionaries in early 20th century Spain on many 
points.  One was their common naive nationalistic idea that the greatness and 
historical mission of Spain could be invigorated by purification and return to the 
linguistic and racial roots of Spain.  
 
Gasset pointed out that Spanishness, culturally, linguistically and racially, is an 
invention -- a creation that must be cultivated in order to exist.  To be spanish is 
precisely to take that which is not spanish and make it into spanishness.   
 
This is a beautiful notion of the state as the nest of a nation.  A hatching place or 
creative scene in which the production of nationhood occurs.  The races and 
ethnicities we inherit from the past are successful examples of a certain type of 
grand artistry.  And we are capable of new art in this fashion.  Yet who has the 
vision and willpower for it?  Who knows how to create, rather than merely protect 
or squander, a culture?  
 
Reactionary and dictatorial powers often make the attempt but they are precisely 
those who lack the nuance and flexible incorporative power to succeed.  The best 
liberal progressive may be able to accomplish the task but they generally lack the 
desire to do so.  A difficult situation when the state, as we have been noting, may 
have two responsible options: 

 
(a) be prepared to safely and profitably relinquish control to or take control 
from ethnic regional zones that wish to join or leave the country 
 
(b) be prepared to enfold regional and ethnic groups by aggressively and 
creatively cultivate an ethnicity that corresponds to the existing extent of the 
state 

 
It is the moral responsibility of state governors and governing bodies to consciously 
pursue one of these.  In fact this is the position of the Dalai Lama who made his 
choice and has long argued for the cultural and ecological sovereignty of Tibet 
within the military and economic sphere of China.  Knowing they will not grant any 
other independence he nonetheless argues for the local self-determination of a 
creatively distinct people  He wishes to cultivate the culture but the Chinese either 
are very committed to the productive of Chineseness OR very fragile and worried 
that any symbolic loss of control of territory, maps or resources is a reduction of 
power. 
 
Here we are antifragilists again.   



 
The point is to develop strategies whereby we can gain rather than lose by allowing 
regional independence AND strategies whereby we can cultivate a robust ethos that 
maximally incorporates and harmonized the present diversity into an active, 
self-organizing, self-divinizing cultural field.   
 
9.  THE NEW “TWO PATHS” 
 
To be ready to create a nation from out of a state means to act creatively, 
incorporatively, flexibly, aggressively and swiftly -- and to be armed with effective, 
organic adaptive methods for improving-and-enculturating.  Many half-assed and 
destructive attempts (genocide, residential schools for aboriginals, quarantine, 
impoverishment, etc.) are almost inevitably failures that do not accomplish the goal 
but do leave trauma, friction and destabilization and pestilence down through the 
centuries.  This leaves a bad taste in the mouths of all sensitive and historically 
informed persons a great doubt about intentional enculturation itself.   
 
Did I say swiftly?  It seems at first that a slow pace might allow for better “docking” 
between groups that interbreed, exchange culture, get to know each other. On the 
other hand this same time period allows entrenchment.  Partial participation the 
nation-state backed up by a confused or often cynical perpetuation of identification 
with a sub-culture that undermines the state and rises up under stress to start 
tearing it apart.  Singapore, I’m told, has laws preventing more than a certain 
number of people of one race or religion from living on one area.  Highly sensible 
but only a start if one is attempt enculturation.   
 
10. THE SECURITY & CONSISTENCY TO EMBRACE COMPLEXITY 
 
People need to feel “classically secure” in their national identity.  Nation-state as 
Nest.  As the breeding zone for the future. This kind of nest is necessary for the 
natural unfolding of evolutionary potentials to produce higher individuals ready for 
planetary wisdom-civilization, to inhibit internecine political stagnation or war or 
endless indecision, to bolster mutuality and civic spirit, to keep ruler close the 
hearts and situations of the people and not abstracted into federalist self-serving 
bureaucracy, to hybridize progressive and conservative impulses  
 
So I am now pro-Tibet, pro-Kurdish state, pro-Catalonia, etc.   
 
We must be ready to shift the states to accommodate the nations and also to 
cultivate the nationhood of states.  This is the future and laudable possibility of the 
nation-state as opposed to technologically, spiritually, culturally and economically 



undermined modern “nation-state” that is neither willing to relinquish any territory 
nor to proactively and intelligently generate new healthy culture. 
 
This is my NEW position.  For better or worse it is nice to have a position.  I am glad 
to have arrived by pondering and so my heart agrees because it was my heart that I 
asked... 


